IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF DELAWARE

PAULA ALCOCK,
No. 295, 2012
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Court Below-Superior Court
V. of the State of Delaware

in and for New Castle County
RESIDENCE INN BY MARRIOTT, &8 C.A. No. 11A-08-009
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BeforeSTEELE, Chief JusticelHOLLAND andRIDGELY, Justices
ORDER

This 12" day of July 2012, it appears to the Court that:;

(1) On May 31, 2012, the Court received the ajpp€&€h notice of
appeal from the Superior Court’s order, dated aadketed on April 5,
2012, affirming the decision of the Unemploymergurance Appeal Board,
which denied the appellant unemployment insurareseefits. Pursuant to
Supreme Court Rule 6, a timely notice of appeainftbe Superior Court’s
April 5, 2012 order should have been filed on dobeMay 7, 2012.

(2) On June 1, 2012, the Clerk issued a noticeyaunt to Supreme

Court Rule 29(b) directing the appellant to showseawhy her appeal



should not be dismissed as untimely filed. Thee#lppt filed her response
to the notice to show cause on June 26, 2012.hdrirésponse, she states
that, due to financial stress, she is no longee &blafford internet access,
which enabled her to check her correspondence thghSupreme Court.
The appellant offers no other reason why she didileoa timely notice of
appeal.

(3) Pursuant to Rule 6(a), a notice of appeal rhadtled within 30
days after entry upon the docket of the judgmentrder being appealed.
Time is a jurisdictional requiremeht.A notice of appeal must be received
by the Office of the Clerk of the Court within thgplicable time period in
order to be effectivé. An appellant'gro se status does not excuse a failure
to comply strictly with the jurisdictional requiremts of Rule 6. Unless the
appellant can demonstrate that the failure toditemely notice of appeal is
attributable to court-related personnel, his or lappeal may not be
considered.

(4) There is nothing in the record before us wotitgy that the
appellant’s failure to file a timely notice of agbas attributable to court-

related personnel. Consequently, this case daemlhwithin the exception
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to the general rule that mandates the timely filofga notice of appeal.
Thus, the Court concludes that this appeal musliidmissed.
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to Supredaoirt
Rule 29(b), that this appeal is DISMISSED.
BY THE COURT:

/s/ Myron T. Steele
Chief Justice




